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There apl~arenely was a sign/fie, ant discussion about budg~c auth. ority versus outlays.
Mr. Parmtta ind3.cated that it would be easier to come up with the budget anthority, poss~’bly
even $143 million in BA, but the outlays were going to be ~t.

Reds. DooIey and Fazio strewed the need to keep the CVP Restoration Fund dollars
separate from the CALFED funding. They strcssex~ that "double counting" docm’t work and
that it was a mgslabeling of the funds, at bo~t, glv~n that the Rcstoratlon Func~ Ls composed of
contributions tha~ the water and l~ow~ users make on an aunu~l basis. !Vir. Pa~etta x~p .ortcdly
was sympathetic to this concern.

Pinally, Mr. Panetta indicated ~ the administration would Iik¢ to �~xpI0r¢
possibility of de, signing a new mec2kanism Eor aclminismring the l¢~deral dollars, one that
provides great~ flexibility tfmu monies appropriax’ed to si~oiii¢ l~Ojoc~s. In l~icula~, he
suggested that the admi~stration was ~x~loring establLshing a trust fund, l~e ~ on~ that is
used to administer ~e F~der’aI dollars in South Florida in the lEv~glades ~0ra~om proj¢oL
In thin case, funds are apparently appropriated to a trust fund and then drawn down by
F~deral agencies as ~Juds ~ ~d for projects th~ are identified by the agencies and

Rcps. Faz~o and Dooley and oth~rs ~xpressed interest in the concept, bm m:~essed "d~Le
ne~l to mainhaln consensus among the ~hold~rs anc~ the n~ed fez the stakeholders to b¢
give~ an Ol~0rtunity consider and discuss the proposal Mr. Panetta agroe£I.
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